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Information Disclosure Statement: 

Regarding item 2 of the DETAILED ACTION (page 2 of the OFFICE ACTION SUMMARY): 
The information disclosure statement ... . 

Applicant apologize for missing copies of each of reference in order to consider the refe- 
rences, listed in the applicant's Form PTO-1449 applied to the Patent Application from 
06/27/97. 

Regarding item 3 of the DETAILED ACTION (page 2 of the OFFICE ACTION SUMMARY) : 
The information disclosure statement ... . 

Considering, that Patent Search had been made by Applicant about one year ago with no 
copies of each of references, there is very diffecult to present all of them to PTO at this time. 
Applicant one more time apologize. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S. C.1 12: 

Regarding item 4 of the DETAILED ACTION (page 3 of the OFFICE ACTION SUMMARY): 
Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S. C.1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite ... . 

Applicant agrees with Examiner and Claim 17 has been amended (please, see amended 
and rewritten Claim 1 5). 

Regarding item 5 of the DETAILED ACTION (page 3 of the OFFICE ACTION SUMMARY): 
Claim 17 recites the limitation "said remote light beam" in line 1. There is insufficient 
antecedence basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Applicant agrees with Examiner and Claim 17 has been amended (please, see amended 
and rewritten Claim 15), 

Regarding item 6 of the DETAILED ACTION (page 3 of the OFFICE ACTION SUMMARY): 
Claims 17 recites the limitation "said fiber optics means" in line 2. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Applicant agrees with Examiner and Claim 17 has been corrected (please, see amended 
and rewritten Claim 15). 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S. C.1 02: 

Regarding item 7 of the DETAILED ACTION (page 3 of the OFFICE ACTION SUMMARY): 
The following is quotation of the appropriate paragraphs Of 35 U.S. C.102 that form the basis 
for the rejection under this section made in this Office Action: .... 
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Applicant thanks Examiner for the fragment of 35 U.S. C.102 presented in Office Action. 

Regarding item 8 of the DETAILED ACTION (page 3 of the OFFICE ACTION SUMMARY): 
Claims 1-15 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Staff et al. (5,619, 
333). 

Applicant agrees with Examiner regarding Claims 2, 3. The Claims 2, 3 are canceled under 
35 U.S. C.102. 

Regarding Claims 1,4-15, Applicant would like to present a comparative analysis of the re- 
fered by Examiner patent with the improved methods and device claimed in the Applicant's 
Patent Application No. 08/884,680 from 06/27/97. This analysis is prooving that the Appli- 
cant's improved methods and device by Claims 1,4-15 are not being anticipated by U.S. Pa- 
tent No. 5,619,333 - Staff et al. (please, see the comparative table 1 on the pages 4, 5 of this 
amendment). 

Also, considering the substantial significance of the Claims 4, 5, applicant agrees to pay 
fee for fee-paying amendment and has amended (has rewritten) Claims 4, 5 as an indepen- 
dent (please, see Claim 3 in the Rewritten Claims) and two dependents claims (please, see 
Claims 4, 5 in the Rewritten Claims. 


Applicant has also made an additional (second) Patent Search, which has not revealed other 
known Patents and Technical-Scientific publications, wich could be adequated to the legal 
equivalent of Applicant's improved methods and device by Claims 1,4-15 of the Applicant's 
Application No. 08/884,680. 

Regarding item 9 of the DETAILED ACTION (page 4 of the OFFICE ACTION SUMMARY): 
Claim 6 and 16, 17 are rejected under 35 U.S. C.102(e) as being fully anticipated by Chandler 
et al. (5,731,875) or Schmitz et al. (5,610,712). 

Regarding Claims 6, 16, 17, Applicant would like to present a comparative analysis of the re- 
fered by Examiner patent with the improved methods and device claimed in the Applicant's 
Patent Application No. 08/884,680 from 06/27/97. This analysis is prooving that the Appli- 
cant's improved methods and device by Claims 6, 16, 17 are not being anticipated by U.S. Pa- 
tent No. 5,731,875 - Chandler et al. and No. 5,610,712 - Schmitz et al. (please, see the 
comparative table 2 on the pages 6, 7 of this amendment). 


Applicant has also made an additional (second) Patent Search, which has not revealed other 
known Patents and Technical-Scientific publications, wich could be adequated to the legal 
equivalent of Applicant's improved methods and device by Claims 6, 16, 17 of the Applicant's 
Application No. 08/884,680. 


The comparative table 1 (see pages 4, 5) 


The comparative table 2 (see pages 6, 7) 
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Regarding item 10 of the DETAILED ACTION (page 4 of the OFFICE ACTION SUMMARY): 
Claim 6 and 16, 17 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 102(b) as being fully anticipated by Tatsuno 
et al. (4,595,291). 

Regarding Claims 6, 16, 17, Applicant would like to present a comparative analysis of the re- 
fered by Examiner patent with the improved methods and device claimed in the Applicant's 
Patent Application No. 08/884,680 from 06/27/97. This analysis is prooving that the Appli- 
cant's improved methods and device by Claims 6, 16, 17 are not being anticipated by U.S. Pa- 
tent No. 4,595,291 - Tatsuno et al. (please, see the comparative table 3 on the page 9 of this 
amendment). 


Applicant has also made an additional (second) Patent Search, which has not revealed other 
known Patents and Technical-Scientific publications, wich could be adequated to the legal 
equivalent of Applicant's improved methods and device by Claims 6, 16, 17 of the Applicant's 
Application No. 08/884,680. 

Regarding item 11 of the DETAILED ACTION (page 4 of the OFFICE ACTION SUMMARY): 
The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclo- 
sure. Nakamoto et al. (5,325,169) discloses an apparatus for analyzing cells in urine. 

Applicant would like to present a comparative analysis of the refered by Examiner patent 
with the improved methods and device claimed in the Applicant's Patent Application No. 
08/884,680 from 06/27/97. This analysis is prooving that the Applicant's improved methods 
and device by Claims 1,4-17 are not being anticipated by U.S. Pa- tent No. 5,325,169 - Na- 
kamoto et al. (please, see the comparative table 4 on the page 10 of this amendment). 


Applicant has also made an additional (second) Patent Search, which has not revealed other 
known Patents and Technical-Scientific publications, wich could be adequated to the legal 
equivalent of Applicant's improved methods and device by Claims 1,4-17 of the Applicant's 
Application No. 08/884,680. 

Considering the canceled Claims 2, 3, applicant has amended Specification, Abstract, 
Claims, Drawings and the Drawing Reference Numerals Worksheet. Additionally, for the 
eliminating of misunderstanding of the claimed conceptions, applicant has made more nar- 
rative description of the claimed improved methods and device instead canceled portion of 
the text in Specification and Abstract regarding canceled claims and appropriate drawings 
(applicant has not changed any idealogy, subjects and claimed conception, described in the 
primer application). Also applicant has been corrected a printed errors, improper language 
and grammatical incorrectness, and also applicant has considered the referred by Examiner 
Patents (see Rewritten BACKGROUND OF THE INVENTION in the Rewritten Specification). 

Considering, that it is very difficult to present each of all amendments on all papers, because 


The comparative table 3 (see page 9) 


The comparative table 4 (see page 10) 
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